1. Introduction
===============

We know that teachers need to be trained in using appropriate didactic methods to be able to carry out their tasks in medical education effectively \[[@R1]\], \[[@R2]\]. To this end, workshops are often the method of choice, because they need few resources: human resources and planning costs are low and the participants will save time and costs as well \[[@R3]\]. On the other hand the usefulness of workshops is controversial because one workshop as a single event can hardly cause sustainable results \[[@R4]\]. So far there are few comprehensible descriptions of successfully evaluated training models \[[@R5]\]. Our study helps to fill this gap. We show how a single workshop about the employment of a specific didactic method, namely simulated patients (SP), can address this tension between efficiency and sustainability. It is important to convey general skills that may be applied to other events and content, while at the same time providing specific methodological support, which the lecturers can use immediately.

The concept, the execution and the evaluation of a workshop will be described. This workshop specifically deals with the question of how lecturers employ SP for small group teaching with the highest possible benefit. It is accompanied by highly structured manuals and online teaching materials. Optionally the lecturers may also attend in-depth training on various techniques of medical communication.

2. Project Description: Workshop "Working with simulated patients"
==================================================================

The aim of teacher trainings at the university is to support the lecturers in the professionalization of their activities and ensure that they have or can acquire the necessary expertise \[[@R6]\]. Innovative teaching methods that few lecturers already know from their own training, such as the use of SP in the classroom, require special training to exploit their potential.

At the Charité SP have been used in the classroom \[[@R7]\] since the year 2000. After the new model curriculum had been introduced in 2010, SP performed nearly 2000 times annually in the small-group-teaching format called KIT (an acronym for communication, interaction, teamwork). KIT is a longitudinal seminar, which stretches over eight semesters in the curriculum of human medicine. All students experience 25 different SP scenarios. The SP scenarios serve to guide the students how to use interviewing techniques such as motivational interviewing \[[@R8]\] or models such as NURSE \[[@R9]\], \[[@R10]\]. In addition, social skills such as a careful approach to delicate issues or intercultural sensitivity are practiced. For lecturers, this means that they are faced with a new weighting of teaching content, a new teaching format and unfamiliar teaching methods. What is more, they are also confronted with a new organizational structure, because format and content are defined centrally and thus across institutions.

Clinical duties allow few faculty members to participate in extensive faculty development programs. The workshop-format allows the preparation of a large number of people with the required minimum qualification. Since August 2012, the scope of the preparatory training for new teachers of KIT has been increased from 4 to 15 lessons. Five units of which are used to prepare the topics of exactly that semester, in which the lecturers plan to teach. Ten Lessons, which may be completed either in one day or on two consecutive half-days, primarily serve to learn how to effectively apply the method \"Simulated Patient\". A training group usually consists of 10-12 lecturers, who belong to different disciplines -- even basic sciences like physiology and anatomy. Attendance is mandatory for all faculty who are teaching formats that work with SP.

2.1. Preliminary considerations
-------------------------------

The term competency describes a person's ability to do the right thing in a specific context, i.e. a combination of knowledge, skills and attitude \[[@R11]\], \[[@R12]\]. Teaching competency does not only include subject expertise, but also a learner-centered approach, social and communication skills, professional behavior -- also as a role model -- as well as reflective practice and a systems-related practice. Specific qualifications on the micro level are also required \[[@R6]\], concerning the tools, the teachers need for their courses. Even more so, as simulated patients are used for different purposes and with a different approach at different locations \[[@R13]\]. When designing faculty development workshops, it is therefore essential to take into account the needs of individual lecturers and students and also institutional requirements.

### 2.2 Learning objectives of the workshop

The workshop concept was based on the \"Professional Standards for Medical Educators\" \[<http://www.medicaleducators.org/index.cfm/profession/professional-standards/>\]. Although the recommendation is primarily aimed at supervisors rather than teachers themselves, the values and domains described therein are also relevant to the user level. In the second domain which outlines standards for "Teaching & facilitating learning" \[<http://www.medicaleducators.org/write/MediaManager/Documents/Teaching-and-_facilitating-learning.pdf>\], six key ingredients are described:

delivering teaching,maintaining an effective learning environment,learning and teaching methods and resources,feedback on learning,Ensures active participation and learner engagement and finallyreflection.

Whereas the Academy of Medical Educators specifies the requirements in general for all teaching formats, we look at them with the complex teaching situation of simulation in mind. The teachers have no other opportunity to prepare practically for their task but in this workshop. There the participants are introduced to the concept of the teaching format, learn to create a safe atmosphere, learn about the teaching method SP and how to apply it, learn to guide reflection, and to actively involve learners. The specific learning objectives pursued by the workshop are shown in Table 1 [(Tab. 1)](#T1){ref-type="fig"} below.

It is only possible to take into account those six aspects in the context of a single workshop, if the focus is limited to one teaching format (simulation in small group instruction) with clearly defined content (social and communicative skills with defined learning objectives). Other topics, such as group dynamics or self-reflection are addressed, as they are both crucial for the implementation and evaluation of SP-talks. The overall goal is to support the lecturers in integrating the SP into their teaching with as much benefit as possible to maximize learning.

### 2.3 Structure and schedule of workshops

Theories of adult education recommend establishing previous knowledge and experience of participants at the beginning of an intervention \[[@R14]\]. Therefore we start with a brainstorming session on possible methods of teaching social and communicative competences. Next, results of medical education research on teaching communication skills are being presented as a short overview as well as the communication curriculum at the Charité. Several studies recommend doing so to convince the participants of the relevance of the teaching objectives \[[@R15]\], \[[@R16]\], \[[@R17]\]. This is followed by a detailed description of the qualifications and capabilities of SP in general and specifically at the Charité. The advantages and disadvantages of the method SP are contrasted with other educational approaches such as role-play among students or bedside teaching. Based on an exemplary KIT session we demonstrate how to interact with the SP in the classroom. A flow chart has been created to demonstrate the preparation, implementation and evaluation of SP-talks including feedback, which is also known to the SP. The sequence of a typical SP-interaction will be explained in the workshop with posters that the lecturers will also find in their manuals (see [Attachment 1](#SD1){ref-type="supplementary-material"}). The next item is a contribution from a student special interest group KIT, which clarifies what the students expect from this format of instruction. Furthermore the participants reflect about feedback rules and practice how to give feedback themselves on a video example of an interaction between a SP and a physician. There is a wealth of evidence (among others \[[@R1]\], \[[@R18]\], \[[@R19]\]) on the effectiveness of systematic, constructive feedback. Thus it is indispensable in medical education today.

Finally, the first of two live simulations of lessons will take place. One participant takes on the role of the teacher while all other participants take on the role of students. The teacher's task is to prepare the SP-contact together with the group after the previously developed scheme and evaluate the interaction according to the standards. For this purpose, a less complex SP-scenario is used. Following the 60-minute simulation of the teaching situation, the teacher's job will be evaluated. Initially the lecturer reflects about his/her teaching experience, afterwards he/she receives feedback from the other participants and the trainer. Finally, the lecturer him/herself draws a conclusion. In the second simulation, a more sophisticated SP scenario is used and evaluated as described above.

The last part of the course is devoted to the group dynamics of teaching in small groups. The participants reflect on their own teaching experiences, to develop theoretical foundations such as roles and functions in groups, stages of group processes, etc. Moreover, they can try out different exercises they will later use in class. This unit is focused on the role of the teacher and the corresponding tasks and opportunities for intervention. The event is called to a close by a joint verbal evaluation.

Timing and sequence of training are shown in Table 2 [(Tab. 2)](#T2){ref-type="fig"} below.

### 2.4 Teaching Methodology

The workshop about teaching with SP is constructed so that the lecturers can experience or try out themselves much of what they will use later in the classroom. Other success factors are the variable use of different methods, and the possibility for exchange with colleagues as well as to give and receive collegial support \[[@R1]\]. So they will not only receive practical tips (e.g. about what to do when no one volunteers) but they will also continually be offered opportunities for reflection in the group. The majority of participants have no experience with SP, so it is important to inform them that strong emotions can be triggered by the simulation. It is not sufficient only to practice an interview technique \"on object\" or to just \"survive\" the situation to achieve a learning effect. The applied skills must be reflected to generate a growth of knowledge and be transferred into practice. Following Kolb\'s theory of experiential learning \[[@R20]\] concrete experiences are the basis of observations and reflections, which in turn form the basis for abstract concepts whose practicality can then be retested \[[@R21]\]. Therefore, in the interactions with SP, there is special emphasis put on the lecturer's tasks of relating the experience to the learning objectives, guiding reflections and securing the results.

If the lecturers themselves are exposed to the same situation that they demand from students, they will realize, first, that a simulated situation is not transferable to reality 1: 1 (as a singular situation is not representative of the learner's competence) and second that there is a fundamental difference between the experience of observers and the experiences of the participants \[[@R22]\]. This experience should help to ensure that the lecturers recognize the importance of a safe learning environment for students and consequently create a learning environment with a clear division of roles and tasks, which provides orientation \[[@R23]\], \[[@R24]\].

3. Method
=========

Immediately after the training the participants filled out an evaluation sheet with eight items on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly agree -- 5=strongly disagree) and four open questions. The four open questions were based on what the participants particularly liked or disliked about the event, what suggestions they have for this workshop and what training opportunities they would want in the future. The evaluation should tell us, if the participants have achieved the learning outcomes in their own opinion (in particular the skills), whether they found the content relevant and whether they were satisfied with the structure and the methods of the event in general.

In addition, all KIT lecturers were interviewed with a further questionnaire at the end of the semester. Unlike directly after the training, the lecturers can now relate the value of the training to the requirements of teaching practice. For the period from summer semester 2013 to winter semester 14/15 (with a return rate of an average of 47% of all lecturers teaching in one semester) a total of 452 questionnaires were used for the re-evaluation. The high number of cases comes about because the lecturers evaluate again after each semester and therefore some of them were questioned repeatedly. In the questionnaire for the re-evaluation two questions are included asking about qualification offers. On a scale of "1=strongly agree" to "5=strongly disagree" the lecturers answered the item: "I felt absolutely well prepared for the teaching activity by the teacher-training". The second question is "Would you like further opportunities for training to improve your teaching activities?". A pre-test of these items was not carried out, because the questions were part of already established instruments for quality assurance of didactic trainings of the faculty. All data were analyzed using SPSS, version 22nd. Averages and standard deviations were calculated. The content of the free text comments was categorized and evaluated.

4. Results
==========

In the period from August 2012 to August 2015 27 training sessions were held, a total of 275 lecturers participated. The number of participants per training ranged between 5 and 17. On average, 10 people participated. The training was carried out by three different trainers who have several years of experience with the employment of SPs in teaching.

4.1. Evaluation immediately after training
------------------------------------------

Table 3 [(Tab. 3)](#T3){ref-type="fig"} shows the results of the individual items of the evaluation directly after the training.

90% (n=248) of the participants evaluated the workshop using free-text comments. One third praised the high level of practical exercises and the ideal balance between theory and practice. Some practical exercises were highlighted as particularly helpful. The participants praised in addition, the variety of used methods, the supportive learning environment and the constructive atmosphere. The most critical issue was the duration: some participants found the workshop to be too long or thought the time could be used better. Suggestions for improvement were even more practical exercises (e.g. more SPs), the demonstration ideal examples (live or video) or reports by experienced lecturers. The participants see further training needs especially in the areas of exchange of experience/feedback (peer intervision or supervision) and they desired refresher workshops. A fifth of respondents want training for special educational topics, such as for dealing with difficult students.

### 4.2. Renewed evaluation after participants' own teaching experience

Respondents felt well prepared by the teacher-training for their teaching activities (95% valid feedback with a mean of 2.3 \[SD 0.87\]). 55% gave an affirmative answer to the question "Would you like further opportunities for training to improve your teaching activities?".

5. Discussion
=============

The workshop is designed as a basic workshop. It is often the first university teaching training for the participants. The high consent to questions 2 and 3 of the evaluation immediately following the training shows that the participants trust the skills they acquired. While on the Four-Level Model of Evaluation developed by Kirkpatrick \[[@R25]\] the learner's self-evaluation is only on level 1 "reaction" and 2 (subjective) "learning outcomes", the great satisfaction of the participants may be seen as an indicator of high self-efficacy and high motivation. Both are according to Bandura \[[@R26]\] important prerequisites for successful implementation of what has been learned. The content of the training is perceived as relevant, which is shown by the approval of the first item. With still good values, the question of "group dynamics" is more critical. Probably, the participants could still be better prepared for "typical critical situations" or maybe even an extra training on this subject is required. This view is supported by the participants' desire for training on dealing with "difficult students", which was repeatedly expressed.

In the literature, a high amount of practical content is required, as well as the possibility to reflect and learn from their own experiences \[[@R27]\]. The answers to items 5-7 and the majority of free text comments shows that this is exactly what the participants value the most. Of particular importance are the issues *learning environment, work atmosphere and exchange with colleagues*.

The evaluation of all KIT lecturers shows that participants in retrospect feel rather well prepared for the "practical test" by the training. While they still perceive some deficits, those might as well be related to the content area -- in the sense of the specific topics of KIT-courses in the different semesters -- and do not necessarily refer to the method "Simulation Patient", to which the training described here is aimed.

From a methodological perspective it should also be noted that the questionnaires of the later survey are unfortunately not attributable due to the anonymity of the data collection. Thus, it must be conceded that in the second evaluation -- as already mentioned -- the same persons were probably asked several times. It is also possible that the training was attended longer ago in individual cases. Nevertheless, there is a clear trend to a positive assessment of the training.

It can be discussed whether the lecturers would have felt well prepared even without any training. However, the experiences of the course instructors and the students speak to the contrary. Although attendance of the workshop is mandatory, it still happens that individual lecturers, e.g. when substituting, teach without this preparation. When that happens, student evaluation shows critical feedback with the demand of appropriate qualifications of the lecturers. Also the workshop-part "Student perspective on KIT" has been included on the explicit request of students for qualified lecturers and follows students' need to participate in it.

If participants are prompted to name additional training requirements, there is no clear trend. On one hand, refresher workshops and more possibilities for peer exchange are required (intervision or supervision), on the other hand, the training opportunities are described as adequate. Possibly this indicates a conflict between the qualification requirements and the conditions that often make it difficult for lecturers to participate in training and educational programs at all. This interpretation might be further supported by comments about time and duration of the event (e. g. "workshops in the future, please only after 4 p.m.").

6. Conclusion
=============

In an increasing number of medical schools new teaching formats are used, resulting in a changed need for training for effective use of innovative teaching methods. Our study shows that a workshop "just-in-time" \[[@R28]\] is a useful qualification for the preparation of lecturers for a new teaching format. We hope to show, as required by Bylund \[[@R5]\], how lecturers can be prepared methodically within a manageable time frame on teaching communication and social skills. Our example is not at all limited to local characteristics, but can also be transferred to other departments.

While we have now shown how the workshop affected the self-assessment of the lecturers, it still remains open to what extent the lecturers actually implement the standards of the SP program in the classroom. This is investigated in a recent observational study with lecturers, who were trained with this concept. A preliminary analysis of the results indicates that the majority of the standards will be implemented by the lecturers, so that the self-assessment of the lecturers seems to be concordant with the assessment of the observers.
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